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DECI S| ON

HESSE, Chairperson: This case is before the Public
Enpl oynent Rel ati ons Board (PERB or Board) on a request for
reconsideration filed by Howard O Watts (Watts) of PERB Deci sion
No. 908, which issued on Cctober 24, 1991. Having duly
consi dered the request for reconsideration, the Board denies the
request for the reasons that follow

I n PERB Deci sion No. 908, the Board affirnmed the di sm ssal
by a Board agent of Watts' conplaint against the Los Angel es
Conmunity College District (District) which alleged that the
District violated the Educational Enploynment Rel ations Act (EERA)

section 3547(a) and (b)! by anending its initial proposal and

'EERA is codified at Government Code section 3540 et seq.
Unl ess otherwi se indicated, all statutory references herein are
to the Governnent Code. EERA section 3547(a) and (b) state:

(a) Al initial proposals of exclusive
representatives and of public schoo
enpl oyers, which relate to matters within the



failing to indicate on the agenda that the initial proposal had

been anended.
DI SQUSSI ON
PERB Regul ati on 32410(a) states, in pertinent part:
Any party to a decision of the Board itself
may, because of extraordinary circunstances,
file a request to reconsider the decision.
. . . The grounds for requesting
reconsi deration are limted to clains that
t he decision of the Board itself contains
prejudicial errors of fact, or newy
di scovered evidence or |aw which was not
previously avail able and could not have been

di scovered with the exercise of reasonable
di Ii gence. :

In his request for reconsideration, Watts argues thét t he
Board does not "know the difference between a nmultiple agenda
speaking and a public notice of the anendnent speaking tine."
Further, Watts asserts that the amendment of the initial proposal
was not properly nbticed under past PERB deci sions.

Reconsideration is not appropriate when a party restates an
argunment which was considered and rejected by the Board in its

underlying decision. (Tustin Unified School District (1987) PERB

scope of representation, shall be presented
at a public neeting of the public school
enpl oyer and thereafter shall be public
records.

(b) Meeting and negotiating shall not take
pl ace on any proposal until a reasonable tinme
has el apsed after the subm ssion of the
proposal to enable the public to becone
informed and the public has the opportunity
to express itself regarding the proposal at a
nmeeting of the public school enployer.



Deci sion No. 626a, p. 3.) Here, Watts nerely reargues that the
District failed to properly notice the anended initial proposal.
These argunents were properly rejected by the Board in the
underlying decision. No newly discovered evidence or law is
cited in conjunction with these allegations. Accordingly, Watts
has.failed to denonstrate extraordinary circunstances warranting
reconsi derati on.

ORDER

There being no proper grounds for reconsideration stated,
t he request for reconsideration of PERB Decision No. 908 is

her eby DENI ED.

Menbers Shank and Cam | li joined in this Decision.



